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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF ) DOCKET NO. G-04204A-08-0571
UNS GAS, INC. FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT )
OF JUST AND REASONABLE RATES AND )
CHARGES DESIGNED TO REALIZE A )
REASONABLE RATE OF RETURN ON THE ) NOTICE OF ERRATA
FAIR VALUE OF THE PROPERTIES OF UNS )
GAS, INC. DEVOTED TO ITS OPERATIONS )
THROUGHOUT THE STATE OF ARIZONA. )

)

UNS Gas, Inc., through undersigned counsel, hereby files a Notice of Errata regarding the
July 8, 2009, Rebuttal Testimony of Mr. Dallas Dukes. On page 9, line 9, of Mr. Dukes’ Rebuttal
Testimony, the number referenced should be $16 million, not $22.2 million; thus, the sentence
should read: “In fact, if the present RCND study was done in this case consistent with the prior
case, the Company would have presented an RCND value of approximately $16 million greater
than the one filed in my Direct Testimony.” The revised page 9 is attached hereto for reference.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 10" day of July 2009.

UNS Gas, Inc.

By ' o)
Philip J. Dion, Jr.
Michelle Livengood

Arizona Gorporation Commission  UniSource Energy Services

Y TTED One South Church Avenue
[:’ etk Tucson, Arizona 85701
f/'r!,‘j-—‘i and
" DOOHETED BY !r /\ Michael W. Patten

i ROSHKA DEWULF & PATTEN, PLC.
= One Arizona Center

400 East Van Buren Street, Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Attorneys for UNS Gas, Inc.
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Original and 13 copies of the foregoing
filed this 10™ day of July, 2009, with:

Docket Control

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered/mailed
this 10™ day of July, 2009, to:

Chairman Kristen K. Mayes
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Commissioner Gary Pierce
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Commissioner Sandra D. Kennedy
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Commissioner Paul Newman
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Commissioner Bob Stump
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Nicholas J. Enoch

Jarrett J. Haskovec

Lubin & Enoch, P.C.

349 North Fourth Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Daniel W. Pozefsky

Chief Counsel

Residential Utility Consumer Office
1110 West Washington, Suite 220
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Cynthia Zwick
1940 East Luke Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85016
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Dwight Nodes, Esq.

Assistant Chief Administrative Law Judge
Hearing Division

Arizona Corporation Commission

1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Robin Mitchell, Esq.

Kevin Torrey, Esq.

Legal Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Ernest Johnson

Director, Utilities Division
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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D. Reconstruction Cost New Depreciated (“RCND”).

Do you have any comments on the RCND study discussions by Staff and RUCO?

Staff recommends the use of the Company’s RCND study as submitted. Dr. Fish
incorrectly implies in his Direct Testimony (at page 13, lines 1-11) that the Company took
an extremely conservative approach in deriving its RCND study in the last rate case to keep
the value of the RCND down. In fact, if the present RCND study was done in this case
consistent with the prior case, the Company would have presented an RCND value of
approximately $16 million greater than the one filed in my Direct Testimony. Therefore,
the Company took a more conservative approach in this filing when compared to the

previous filing.

RUCO did not object to the Company’s RCND study, but did object to the Company’s
RCND value calculated for the adjustment “Post Test Year Non Revenue Plant in Service”.

The Company agrees with RUCO on that point and has revised its RCND calculation to

reflect it.

REBUTTAL TO OPERATING INCOME ADJUSTMENTS.

A. Payroll and Pavroll Tax Expense.

Did Staff or RUCO object to the Company’s payroll adjustments?

Staff did not object to the Company’s payroll adjustments in their Direct Testimony.
RUCO proposed the exclusion of a portion of the Company’s payroll adjustment. Mr.
Smith (at page 56) took exception to the Company increasing test year annualized payroll

for the wage increase that will take effect January 2010.




